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Executive Summary 

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) analyzing the environmental 
effects of the proposed Toland Optimization Plan (TOP; proposed project) for the Toland Road 
Landfill (TRL), located in unincorporated Ventura County. This section summarizes the 
characteristics of the proposed project, alternatives to the proposed project, and the environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed project. 

Project Synopsis 

Project Applicant and Lead Agency Contact Person 
Chris Theisen, General Manager 
Ventura Regional Sanitation District  
1001 Partridge Drive, Suite 150 
Ventura, California 93003 
(805) 658-4600 

Project Description 
This SEIR has been prepared to examine the potential environmental effects of the TOP. The 
following is a summary of the full project description, which can be found in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

The proposed project location is 3500 Toland Road in unincorporated Ventura County. The project 
site is approximately 1.7 miles north of State Route 126, between the cities of Santa Paula and 
Fillmore. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) for the property that comprises the 216.5-acre 
project site are: 041-0-140-090, 041-0-140-100, and 041-0-140-235 (See Figure 3, Project Location). 
The site is located in an Open Space (OS) Zone, with a General Plan Land Use designation of Open 
Space. The proposed project would require approval of a conditional use permit (CUP) modification, 
revised solid waste facility permit (SWFP), and potential modification of the waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs). 

TRL is located in a confined V-shaped side canyon (i.e., a box canyon) between an unnamed creek to 
the east and the southerly-trending Timber Canyon originating from Santa Paula Peak. O’Leary 
Creek flows in a southerly direction, approximately 750 feet west of the TRL footprint, towards the 
Santa Clara River. TRL is owned and operated by the Ventura Regional Sanitation District (VRSD), a 
public agency formed in accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 4700 et seq., 
and it currently serves the municipal solid waste (MSW) disposal needs of the cities of Ventura, 
Oxnard, Ojai, Santa Paula, Fillmore, Camarillo, Thousand Oaks, Port Hueneme and surrounding 
unincorporated areas. It is currently permitted to receive 1,500 tons per day (tpd) of waste. It has a 
permitted capacity of 15 million tons and the maximum landfill elevation is 1,435 feet above mean 
sea level (amsl). The landfill operates as a Class III MSW facility, as defined by the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR). 
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Project Characteristics 
Project characteristics are summarized in Table 1. VRSD proposes to modify its current County-
issued and approved CUP to reflect operational realities and to maximize an existing regional solid 
waste disposal capacity. Specifically, VRSD requests the following modifications to CUP No. 3141: 

 Remove the existing maximum permitted disposal rate of 1,500 tpd (Condition 3.j) and replace 
it with a condition that allows a maximum daily tonnage to be based on the capacity of 152 
heavy truck trips per day as evaluated in the 1996 FEIR for the current CUP 

 Allow TRL to be filled to its maximum elevation of 1,435 feet amsl as set forth in the current CUP 
(Condition 5.a.2.a) 

 Remove the 2027 closure date (Condition 5.a.2.b) 
 Remove the 15-million-ton lifetime cap (Condition 5.a.2.c) 
 Modify the CUP Conditions of Approval related to the decommissioned biosolids facility 

The CUP Modification request would not modify the approved final grades or boundary of the 
landfill, equipment used on site, or the type of waste accepted.  

VRSD does not propose any physical improvements or operational changes to TRL as part of the CUP 
modification request. CUP Condition 5.a.2.a that limits the acceptance of total MSW to the existing 
designated elevations and contours will remain in effect. As such, maximum MSW capacity of TRL 
would continue to be limited to the approved maximum elevation of 1,435 feet amsl, not by a total 
tonnage amount or to final closure date (discussed below). This also means that the current CUP 
conditions that place a lifetime cap of 15 million tons of MSW to be buried at TRL (Condition 5.a.2.c) 
and the 2027 landfill closure date (Condition 5.a.2.b) would no longer be necessary and can be 
removed. These CUP conditions would be removed from the CUP because they do not reflect 
current landfill engineering and operational realities. 

Because the 1996 FEIR for the current CUP previously evaluated potential environmental impacts 
associated with the delivery and deposit of MSW contained in 152 heavy truck trips per day to TRL, 
the current CUP limit of 1,500 tpd of MSW would be removed in favor of a CUP condition that 
simply allows for the delivery and deposit of a maximum daily MSW tonnage at TRL that is equal to 
or less than the MSW capacity of 152 heavy truck trips per day to TRL, which was the subject of the 
1996 FEIR. The current daily limit of 1,500 tpd of MSW at TRL is an artificial restriction on TRL 
operations which fails to recognize and allow for fluctuations and growth in MSW tonnage in the 
western Ventura County wasteshed.  

Because VRSD decommissioned the biosolids processing facility in April 2015, and other permits 
related to this facility have been updated to reflect the fact of its non-operational/decommissioned 
state, modification of conditions prescribed under CUP Modification No. 3 (LU-06-0111) related to 
the biosolids processing facility would make the TRL CUP consistent.  

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Table 1 Project Characteristics 
Item Description 

1. Name of Applicant: VRSD 
1001 Partridge Drive, Suite 150, Ventura, California, 93003-0704 

2. Project Location and 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 

The proposed project location is 3500 Toland Road in unincorporated Ventura 
County. The project site is approximately 1.7 miles north of State Route 126, 
between the cities of Santa Paula and Fillmore. The APNs for the property that 
comprises the 216.5-acre project site are APNs: 041 0 140 090, 041-0-140-100, and 
041-0-140-235 (See Figure 3, Project Location). 

3. General Plan Land Use 
Designation and Zoning 

 

a. Land Use Designation: Open Space 

b. Area Plan Designation: N/A 

c. Zoning: OS 

4. Description of the 
Environmental Setting: 

TRL is located in a rural area of Ventura County, California, between the cities of 
Santa Paula and Fillmore. Surrounding land uses within two miles of the landfill 
consist of open space, agricultural land (primarily avocado and citrus orchards), with 
related residences, a school (located on the opposite side of State Route 126), and a 
regional park. 

5. Project Description: VRSD proposes to modify its current County-issued and approved CUP to reflect 
operational realities and to maximize an existing regional solid waste disposal 
capacity. VRSD requests the following modifications to CUP No. 3141: 

 Remove the existing maximum permitted disposal rate of 1,500 tpd 
(Condition 3.j) and replace it with a condition that allows a maximum daily 
tonnage to be based on the capacity of 152 heavy truck trips per day as 
evaluated in the 1996 FEIR for the current CUP; 

 Allow TRL to be filled to its maximum elevation of 1,435 feet amsl as set forth in 
the current CUP (Condition 5.a.2.a); 

 Remove the 2027 closure date (Condition 5.a.2.b); 
 Remove the 15-million-ton lifetime cap (Condition 5.a.2.c); and 
 Modify the CUP Conditions of Approval related to the decommissioned biosolids 

facility. 

The CUP Modification request would not modify the approved final grades or 
boundary of the landfill, equipment used on site, or the type of waste accepted.  

6. List of Responsible and 
Trustee Agencies: 

County of Ventura, California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
(CalRecycle), California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, State Water Resources Control Board, Ventura County Air 
Pollution Control District, and Army Corps of Engineers 

Notes: VRSD = Ventura Regional Sanitation District, OS = Open Space, CUP = Conditional Use Permit; APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number; TRL 
= Toland Road Landfill; tpd = tons per day; FEIR = Final Environmental Impact Report; amsl = average mean sea level 

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.
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Project Objectives and Benefits 
Project objectives are: 

1. Maximize the use of the remaining MSW disposal capacity (i.e., landfill airspace) at TRL without 
expanding the operational landfill footprint  

2. Ensure adequate financial resources are available for VRSD to oversee landfill operations, 
environmental compliance, and closure and post-closure operations at TRL 

3. Maximize in-county public waste disposal capacity at TRL which conforms to the Public Facilities, 
Services and Infrastructure Element in the existing and proposed amended County General Plan 

4. Maximize in-county waste disposal capacity at TRL which minimizes travel distances and related 
air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions for waste hauling vehicles 

5. Maximize TRL operational flexibility by basing operational protocols on total design capacity, 
similar to other area landfills  

Project benefits include, but are not limited to: 

 Continued access to the only publicly-owned, publicly-financed and publicly-operated Ventura 
County landfill for the western Ventura County  

 Continued low-cost, reliable MSW disposal capacity for Ventura County residents and 
businesses 

 Continued public management and stewardship of the western and central Ventura County 
waste-stream 

 A reduction in VMT for transfer trucks delivering MSW, thereby generating fewer greenhouse 
gas and criteria air pollutant emissions compared to the existing waste haul route in order to 
advance California’s ambitious climate goals  

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the SEIR 
Table 5 in Section 1.4, Reasons Why Certain Topics are Not Studied in Detail in the SEIR, summarizes 
topics from the environmental checklist that were addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix A). As 
indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence that significant impacts would occur to 
the following environmental topics: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water 
quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, recreation, 
Tribal Cultural Resources, and utilities. However, the topics of air quality, greenhouse gas, noise and 
traffic are further analyzed in this SEIR for the purposes of public review and comment. 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Table 2 summarizes the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation 
measures, and residual impacts (the impact after application of mitigation, if required). Impacts are 
categorized as follows: 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved pursuant to 
Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
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 Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires findings under Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 Less than Significant. Environmental effects of a project which are determined not to be 
significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels and does 
not require mitigation measures.  

 No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would 
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

Table 2 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual 
Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measure(s)  Residual Impact 

Air Quality   

Impact AQ-1. The proposed project would not exceed any 
of the thresholds set forth in VCAPCD air quality 
assessment guidelines and would not be inconsistent with 
the 2016 AQMP. Therefore, air quality impacts under the 
proposed project would not be greater than those 
determined in the 1996 FEIR.  

No mitigation is required. Less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions   

Impact GHG-1. Operation of the proposed project would 
generate a net reduction in GHG emissions associated with 
mobile sources. Therefore, the project would not result in 
environmental impacts for GHG emissions, either project 
specifically or cumulatively, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064 (h)(3), 15064.4, 15130 (b)(1)(B), 15130(d) 
and 15183.5. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in a new significant impact that was not identified in 
the 1996 FEIR.  

No mitigation is required. Less than significant. 

Noise   

Impact N-1. Project-related trips would increase roadway 
noise levels along Toland Road and State Route 126. The 
1996 FEIR concludes that the Toland Road Landfill 
Expansion and Closure/ Postclosure Project would have a 
potentially significant roadway noise impact and mitigation 
was required to reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. The proposed project would result in less 
than significant roadway noise impacts. Therefore, 
roadway noise impacts under the proposed project would 
not be greater than those determined in the 1996 FEIR. 

No mitigation is required.  Less than significant.  

Impact N-2. Project truck traffic would expose nearby 
sensitive receivers to increased vibration levels when 
trucks pass by. Vibration levels would not exceed 100 VBD, 
the threshold at which damage may occur to typical 
buildings, 75 VBD, the threshold for institutional land uses 
with primarily daytime use, or 72 VDB, the threshold for 
residences during nighttime hours. The proposed project 
would have a less than significant vibration impact.  

No mitigation is required.  Less than significant.  
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)  Residual Impact 

Transportation and Traffic   

Impact T-1. The proposed CUP amendment would result in 
decreased VMT. Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 
subdivision (b) and impacts would be less than significant. 

No mitigation is required.  Less than significant.  

Impact T-2. Existing intersection and roadway conditions at 
State Route 126 and Toland Road would provide adequate 
site access and the proposed project would not create 
hazardous traffic conditions. Project impacts would be less 
than significant.  

No mitigation is required.  Less than significant.  

Impact T-3. The proposed project does not include features 
that would impede emergency vehicle access. Project 
impacts would be less than significant.  

No mitigation is required.  Less than significant.  

Impact T-4. The proposed project would not involve any 
disruptions to the local active transportation system. 
Further, the proposed project would not conflict with 
applicable policies associated with public transit. 
Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

No mitigation is required.  No impact.  

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Section 15126.6(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the location of the project, that could feasibly attain the 
project’s basic objectives. The alternatives to the proposed project evaluated in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, are briefly summarized below.  

Alternative 1: No Project/ Existing TRL Operations to Remain 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be implemented and the 
existing operations in place would continue. Current uses on the project site would remain with a 
maximum waste acceptance rate of 1,500 tpd with an average of 85 heavy trucks per day, a 
maximum lifetime cap of 15 million tons, and a closure date of 2027. This alternative would keep 
existing permits, conditions of approval, and operational best management practices. Under this 
alternative, the increase of accepted tpd of waste from 1,500 to 2,864 would not occur and impacts 
associated with the localized increase in heavy truck traffic would not occur.  

However, Alternative 1 would not fulfill the Project Objectives because the existing conditions 
would not maximize the disposal capacity of TRL, ensure financial resources for VRSD to ensure 
environmental compliance and closure/post-closure operations of TRL, would not reduce in-County 
vehicle travel distances and related air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions for waste disposal, 
and would not provide operational flexibility due to MSW caps. 

Alternative 2: Transportation Improvement Options 

Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed project, but would implement local improvements to 
the circulation system to reduce conflicts with local traffic accessing the Santa Clara Elementary 
School, located along State Route 126 just west of the Toland Road intersection. State Route 126 is 
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managed by Caltrans, and would require a lengthy planning and evaluation process, as well as 
authorization by Caltrans. Caltrans support and approval are speculative, and ultimately, the 
improvements may not be feasible.  

Alternative 3: Intermediate MSW Increase—1,891 tpd 

Alternative 3 is based on VRSD estimates of the potential amount of MSW that could be available 
for disposal at TRL within the western Ventura County wasteshed, which is approximately 578,775 
tons annually. Thus, Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed project, but be based on an 
average of 1,891 tpd compared to 2,864 tpd for the proposed project. Alternative 3 would involve 
100 heavy trucks per day, 52 fewer heavy trucks than for the proposed project. This alternative 
would provide less flexibility than the proposed project, and thus not able to accommodate 
increases in MSW within the western Ventura County wasteshed when they occur. This alternative 
is also likely to further extend the life of the landfill compared to the proposed project.  

Alternative 4: Minor MSW Increase—1,700 tpd 

Alternative 4 is based on receiving a minor increase in MSW per day of 306 tpd compared to the 
proposed project’s increase of 1,470 tpd. Thus, Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed 
project, but be based on an average of 1,700 tpd compared to 2,864 tpd of the proposed project. 
Alternative 4 would involve 92 heavy trucks per day, 60 fewer heavy trucks than for the proposed 
project. As a result, much less MSW would potentially be received and the landfill would take longer 
to reach capacity. This alternative would provide for a minimal increase in MSW tpd above the 
existing conditions, and thus not provide any operational flexibility to absorb increases in MSW 
within the western Ventura County wasteshed when they occur. This alternative would further 
extend the life of the landfill compared to the proposed project.  

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Based on the alternative’s analysis provided above, Alternative 2 would be the environmentally 
superior alternative. Alternative 2 would meet most of the project objectives, except for 
Objective 2. The potential cost for planning and implementing improvements may inhibit 
Objective 2, related to adequate financial resources being available for VRSD to oversee landfill 
operations, environmental compliance, and closure and post closure operations at TRL. In addition, 
Caltrans support and approval are speculative, and the schedule for planning and improvements 
could be lengthy. Given these considerations, the improvements, and thus, Alternative 2, may not 
be feasible. 
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1 Introduction 

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Toland Optimization 
Plan (TOP or proposed project). The proposed project includes a request for a modification to the 
CUP No. 3141, originally approved by the Ventura County Board of Supervisors in 1996, for the 
operation of the existing Toland Road Landfill (TRL). The TRL is located at 3500 Toland Road, 
between the cities of Santa Paula and Fillmore in an unincorporated area of Ventura County. The 
CUP modification would remove the existing maximum permitted disposal rate of 1,500 tpd and 
instead allow a maximum daily tonnage based on the capacity of 152 heavy truck trips per day as 
evaluated in the 1996 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the current CUP, remove the 
2027 closure date, remove the 15-million-ton lifetime cap and instead allow the landfill to be filled 
to the maximum landfill elevation of 1,435 feet above mean sea level (amsl) as evaluated in the 
1996 FEIR for the current CUP, and modify the conditions of approval related to the 
decommissioned bio-solids facility. 

This section discusses (1) the project and SEIR background; (2) the legal basis for preparing an SEIR; 
(3) the scope and content of the SEIR; (4) topics found not to be significant by the Initial Study; (5) 
the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (6) the environmental review process required 
under CEQA. The proposed project is described in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. 

1.1 Notice of Preparation and Scoping 
VRSD conducted two rounds of scoping for the SEIR: 1) a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a 
Supplemental EIR was issued in January 2018; and 2) a Revised NOP was issued in September 2019. 
Each of the scoping efforts are further described below. Scoping documents including Notice of 
Preparation (NOP), Initial Study and scoping comment letters are included in Appendix A.  

1.1.1 January 2018 Scoping Efforts 

VRSD distributed a NOP of the SEIR for a 30-day agency and public review period starting on 
January 12, 2018 and ending on February 12, 2018. In addition, VRSD held a Scoping Meeting on 
January 31, 2018, from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m., at VRSD Headquarters, 1001 Partridge Drive, 
Suite 150 in the City of Ventura. VRSD staff at the meeting provided information about the proposed 
project to members of public agencies, interested stakeholders and residents/community members.  

VRSD received letters from nine agencies in response to this NOP during the public review period, as 
well as a letter from a public stakeholder Toland Group, and verbal comments from one individual 
during the SEIR Scoping Meeting.  

1.1.2 September 2019 Scoping Efforts 

VRSD distributed a Revised NOP of the SEIR for a 30-day agency and public review period starting on 
September 13, 2019 and ending on October 14, 2019. VRSD held a Scoping Meeting on October 2, 
2019 from 2:00 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. at VRSD Headquarters. During the meeting, VRSD staff provided 
information about the proposed project to members of public agencies, interested stakeholders and 
residents/community members.  
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VRSD received letters from nine agencies in response to this NOP during the public review period, as 
well as eleven written comments from individuals.  

1.1.3 Scoping Meeting Comments and Responses  

Table 3 and Table 4 summarizes the content of the letters and verbal comments received and where 
the issues raised are addressed in the SEIR. The comments from the most recent scoping efforts are 
listed first. Recent public comments are aggregated due to common comments/themes.  

Table 3 September 2019 NOP Comments Summary and SEIR Response 
Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

Agency Comments 

Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 
(NAHC) 

1.1 Conveys information regarding compliance with 
AB 52, SB 18, and NAHC recommendations for 
Cultural Resources Assessments.  

 

  

 

As documented in the Initial 
Study (Appendix A), an 
archaeological study was 
conducted as part of the 1996 
FEIR and included an archival 
records search, literature review, 
and pedestrian survey of the 
expansion project site (VRSD 
1996). TRL operates in 
conformance with all applicable 
cultural resource conditions of 
approval and the proposed 
project would not change the 
approved limits of operation or 
result in new ground disturbance 
beyond what was approved in 
1996. 

Ventura 
County 
Transportation 
Commission 

2.1 Consider including a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
analysis in addition to capacity analysis.  

Analysis of VMT and capacity is 
included in Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, and 
supported by project-specific 
evaluations in Appendix E.  

2.2 Include an analysis of noise and air quality impacts 
associated with additional truck trips and impacts 
on Santa Clara Elementary School.  

Analysis of potential air quality 
and noise impacts from the 
proposed project are provided in 
Section 4.1, Air Quality and 
Section 4.3, Noise. 

2.3 Ensure the eastbound turn pocket from State 
Route 126 onto Toland Road is sufficient and safe 
for truck queuing.  

Truck queuing and safety is 
discussed in Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, and 
the project-specific traffic study in 
Appendix E. 

2.4 Obtain confirmation from Caltrans that 
signalization is not required for additional trucks. 

Results of the signal warrant 
analysis based on Caltrans 
requirements is included in the 
project-specific traffic study in 
Appendix E. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

California 
Dept. of 
Resources 
Recycling and 
Recovery 
(CalRecycle) 

3.1 Describe the anticipated daily average and peak 
waste flows, as well as a five-year projected waste 
flow. Describe the capacity of a heavy truck.  

Section 2.0, Project Description, 
provides additional information 
regarding waste volume.  

3.2 Volumetric calculations and survey will be required 
to estimate the site life expectancy.  

Although this comment is not 
related to the CEQA analysis, 
VRSD will provide TRL volumetric 
calculations in Section 2.5.1 
regarding landfill capacity.  

3.3 Background information will need to be submitted 
and an amendment to the Joint Technical 
Document. The proposed changes will require a 
revision to the Solid Waste Facilities Permit.  

Although this comment is not 
related to the CEQA analysis of 
the proposed project, VRSD will 
provide required background 
information and an amendment 
to the Joint Technical Document. 
VRSD has provided the local 
enforcement agency with an 
updated Joint Technical 
Document. 

3.4 Ventura County, Environmental Health Division 
(EHD) is the local enforcement agency, responsible 
for providing regulatory oversight of solid waste 
handling.  

VRSD has and will cooperate and 
coordinate with the County EHD.  

Community 
Development 
Department, 
City of 
Moorpark 

4.1 An updated traffic study is requested if the project 
will increase traffic through Moorpark.  

Analysis of VMT and capacity is 
included in Section 4.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, and 
supported by project-specific 
traffic and congestion evaluations 
in Appendix E. 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

5.1 No comments are provided at this time. 
Information about oversize vehicle requirements 
were provided.  

No response needed. 

Ventura 
County 
Resource 
Management 
Agency 

6.1 Describe the anticipated daily average and peak 
waste flows, as well as a five-year projected waste 
flow. Describe the capacity of a heavy truck.  

Section 2.0, Project Description, 
provides additional information 
regarding waste volume.  

6.2 Toland Landfill's 5-year review cited the need for a 
scale capable of weighing the large transfer trucks 
on site. VCRMA will add a condition of approval 
requiring the addition of this scale. 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. VRSD 
submitted a zoning clearance 
(ZC18-0048) to replace the truck 
scale. This zoning clearance was 
approved on January 17, 2018 
and the scale was installed in 
2018. 

6.3 Estimates of the life of the site and maximum 
capacity will need to be documented and will be 
required for the Joint Technical Document.  

The projected closure date or 
expected useful life of TRL, based 
on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

6.4 The Division does not oppose retention of the 
maximum elevation provided there will be no 
change to the previously accepted volumetric 
calculations. 

No response needed. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

6.5 The Division does not oppose removal of the 
biosolids facility conditions. 

No response needed. 

Board of 
Education, 
Santa Clara 
Elementary 
School 

7.1 This comment letter generally opposes the project 
based on traffic concerns and raises specific traffic 
considerations listed below.  
Traffic volume has increased, and will continue to 
increase with rising population as well as specific 
development. A study of current and forecast 
traffic conditions should be included for the 
lifetime of the landfill 

A traffic analysis is included in 
Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Traffic, and a project-specific 
traffic study is included in 
Appendix E and considers 
capacity, turning lane queuing 
and a review of past incidents and 
safety.  

7.2 Patterns of unsafe driving behavior pose a 
significant danger, and should be accounted for in 
current and future planning. A full study of traffic 
patterns and driver behavior in both directions of 
State Route 126 and Toland Road should be 
undertaken.  

See 7.1 

7.3 Some traffic disruptions are predictable and can be 
studied and planned for. A study should account 
for predictable disruptions to traffic flow (e.g. 
disabled vehicles, vehicles waiting outside the turn 
lane, etc.), and the effect on driver behavior. 

See 7.1 

7.4 The basic infrastructure at the intersection of 
Toland Road and State Route 126 cannot safely 
handle current traffic, or the proposed increase. A 
study should consider specific conditions at this 
intersection.  

See 7.1 

Ventura 
County 
Agricultural 
Commissioner  

8.1 The comments included an agricultural analysis 
indicating that the proposed modifications would 
not impact agricultural resources.  

No response needed. 

Public Comments 

Traffic 9.1 Comments expresses concern about increase in 
traffic and safety in accessing Santa Clara 
Elementary School. 

Traffic analysis is included in 
Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Traffic, and a project-specific 
traffic study is included in 
Appendix E and considers 
capacity, turning lane queuing 
and a review of past incidents and 
safety. 

 9.2 Comments express concern about trucks going too 
fast and judgement of drivers. 

See 9.1 

 9.3 A traffic signal at State Route 126 and Toland Road 
is suggested. 

See 9.1 

 9.4 VRSD should limit/hold truck traffic from 8:00 to 
8:20 a.m., and 2:35 to 2:55 p.m. to reduce traffic 
safety risk. 

See 9.1 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

Air Quality 10.1 Comment expresses concern about air quality. Analysis of potential air quality 
impacts from the proposed 
project are provided in Section 
4.1, Air Quality. 

 11.1 Comment expresses concern about odor. Odor is addressed through cover 
controls and best management 
practices. See further discussion 
under Cover Materials 27 CCR 
Section 21600 (b)(6)(A) and Best 
Management Practices in Section 
2.5 of the Project Description. 

Noise 12.1 Comment expresses concern about noise. Analysis of potential noise 
impacts from the proposed 
project are provided in Section 
4.3, Noise. 

Notes: amsl = above mean sea level, CalRecycle = California Dept. of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Caltrans = California Department 
of Transportation, CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act, GHG = greenhouse gas, NAHC = Native American Heritage Commission, 
NOP = Notice of Preparation, SEIR = Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, TRL = Toland Road Landfill, VMT = vehicle miles 
travelled, VRSD = Ventura County Regional Sanitation District, VCRMA = Ventura County Resource Management Agency 

Table 4 January 2018 NOP Comments Summary and SEIR Response 
Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

Agency Comments 

Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 

13.1 Conveys information regarding compliance with 
AB 52, SB 18, and NAHC recommendations for 
Cultural Resources Assessments. 

See Comment 1.1, above. 

City of Port 
Hueneme 

14.1 The City Council supports VRSD’s Toland 
Optimization Plan for full utilization of the landfill 
asset. 

No response is required. 

Ventura 
County Air 
Pollution 
Control District 
(VCAPCD) 

15.1 Evaluate potential air quality impacts from the 
project. Consider reactive organic compounds, 
nitrogen oxide emissions, and particulate matter 
(especially diesel particulates). 

Analysis of potential air quality 
impacts from the proposed 
project are provided in Section 
4.1, Air Quality. 

15.2 Evaluate potential air quality impacts that may 
result from onsite mobile equipment and project-
related vehicles. 

Analysis of both on site mobile 
equipment and project-related 
vehicles are included in the air 
quality analysis, provided in 
Section 4.1, Air Quality. 

15.3 Evaluate ongoing compliance with VCAPCD 
permits and any potential changes. 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. However, 
VRSD provided a response to 
VCAPCD detailing its compliance 
with Title V reporting and submits 
Title V semiannual reports to 
VCAPCD on February 15 and 
August 15 of each year. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

City of 
Camarillo 
Planning 
Department 

16.1 The City does not have any comments on the NOP. 
However, notification of the Draft EIR is requested. 

The City is on the mailing list for 
the Draft SEIR. 

Environmental 
Health 
Division, 
Ventura 
County 
Resource 
Management 
Agency 
(VCRMA) 

17.1 Toland Landfill's 5-year review cited the need for a 
scale capable of weighing the large transfer trucks 
on site. VCRMA will add a condition of approval 
requiring the addition of this scale 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. VRSD 
submitted a zoning clearance 
(ZC18-0048) to replace the truck 
scale. This zoning clearance was 
approved on January 17, 2018 
and the scale was installed in 
2018. 

17.2 VCRMA does not oppose removal of the 2027 
closure date from the CUP, however, estimates of 
the life of the site will be required for the SWFP. 
VRSD is required to comply with CCR Title 27, 
Article 2. Since this environmental document will 
also serve as the CEQA analysis for the TRL Report 
of Facility Information amendment, VRSD should 
include this closure estimate as part of this review, 
clearly stating that the projected closure date is an 
estimate and may be adjusted over time as needed 
and with applicable supporting information. 

The projected closure date of TRL, 
based on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description.  

17.3 VCRMA does not oppose removal of the lifetime 
cap from the CUP, however, estimates of the 
maximum capacity will still be required for the 
SWFP. VRSD must remain in compliance with CCR 
Title 27, Article 2.  

The estimated capacity of TRL, 
based on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description.  

17.4 VCRMA does not oppose removal of the biosolids 
facility conditions. 

No response is required. 

17.5 VCRMA provided a list of new conditions the CUP 
in response to the proposed modifications.  

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis; however, this 
information is acknowledged. 
VRSD has provided the local 
enforcement agency with an 
updated Joint Technical 
Document. 

Groundwater 
Resources, 
Ventura 
County 
Watershed 
Protection 
District 

18.1 There is a discrepancy in reported groundwater 
extractions to the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency (29.7 AFY) and the amount 
presented in the Annual Status Report (8.96 AFY). 
The Groundwater Section requests clarification for 
the discrepancy in reported groundwater 
extractions. 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. However, 
VRSD has responded, detailing its 
groundwater extractions to 
VCWPD. 

18.2 CUP 3141, Condition No. 55 requires an 
investigation to locate a possible abandoned oil 
well and either develop or destroy the well. The 
Groundwater Section requests the applicant 
submit documentation to either: confirm the well 
investigation was conducted or, provide an 
explanation for why the investigation was not 
conducted. 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. However, 
VRSD has responded, detailing its 
compliance with Condition No. 55 
to VCWPD, Groundwater Section. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

Community 
Development, 
City of Fillmore 

19.1 With respect to the proposed removal of the 2027 
closure date, the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report should provide analysis of what the 
anticipated closure date of the landfill would be as 
a result of the project. The project proposes to 
remove the current 2027 landfill closure date 
without a fixed closure date. The SEIR should 
analyze different fixed closure date alternatives 
that would meet the project objectives without 
leaving the landfill closure date undefined. 

The projected closure date, based 
on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description.  
 

19.2 With respect to the proposed elimination of the 
lifetime cap, the SEIR should provide an analysis of 
what the anticipated lifetime landfill disposal 
would be as a result of the proposed project. The 
project proposes to permit waste collection until 
final grades are reached rather than a total 
tonnage cap on the facility.  

The estimated capacity of TRL, 
based on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description.  

19.3 The SEIR should clarify the meaning of the 
statement in the NOP that “VRSD does not 
propose to expand the current permitted landfill 
capacity.” Is this statement intended to 
communicate that the current operational 
footprint of the landfill will not increase as part of 
the project? As currently written, this statement 
appears to be at odds with the proposed removal 
of the lifetime landfill disposal cap. 

This statement has been revised 
to more clearly state that TRL’s 
landfill footprint will not be 
expanded, as detailed in Section 
2.0, Project Description. 

Planning 
Programs 
Section, 
Ventura 
County 
Resource 
Management 
Agency 

20.1 Proposed responses to the comments should be 
sent directly to the commenter, with a copy to 
Anthony Ciuffetelli. (Comment letters from the Air 
Pollution Control District, Environmental Health 
Division, and the Watershed Protection District) 

No response required. 

Residential 
Permits 
Section, 
Ventura 
County 
Planning 
Division, 
Ventura 
County 
Resource 
Management 
Agency 

21.1 The Supplemental EIR needs to assess existing 
baseline conditions/ environmental setting for 
environmental issue areas and include verification 
that impacts identified in the 1996 FEIR were 
adequately addressed. 

Environmental Baseline 
conditions for CEQA analysis are 
described in Section 2.6, Project 
Description/Environmental 
Baseline, and the 1996 EIR is 
discussed throughout the impact 
analysis as applicable. 

21.2 The Supplemental EIR needs the accurate 
assessment of impacts over the life of the landfill. 
Indicate the estimated closure date based on 
reaching the maximum elevation of 1,435 feet 
amsl. Discuss the removal of the permitted lifetime 
capacity compared to the maximum elevation of 
1,435 amsl. 

The estimated capacity of TRL, 
based on the proposed project is 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

21.3 Noise and vibration and air quality should be 
included as environmental issue areas to be 
analyzed in the SEIR in order to accurately access 
baseline conditions from 1996 to the present and 

Air quality impacts related to the 
proposed project are detailed in 
Section 4.1, Air Quality. Noise and 
vibration impacts related to the 
proposed project are detailed in 



Ventura Regional Sanitation District 
Toland Optimization Plan 

 
16 

Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

evaluate project-specific and cumulative impacts 
as a result of the time extension. 

Section 4.3, Noise. Cumulative 
impacts are discussed at the end 
of each environmental factor 
impact analysis. 

21.4 The project application includes a request to 
remove the biosolids facility conditions. The 
existing conditions of approval for CUP 3141, 
including the applicability of biosolids facility 
conditions, will be reviewed as part of the CUP 
entitlement process. 

This comment is not related to 
the CEQA analysis. However, this 
comment is acknowledged. 

Public Comments 

Jason Duque 22.1 This comment expresses concern regarding traffic 
increases and safety, truck driver judgement, 
traffic from other projects, use of the Hall Road 
underpass without an acceleration lane. 

Traffic analysis is included in 
Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Traffic, and a project-specific 
traffic study is included in 
Appendix E and considers 
capacity, turning lane queuing 
and a review of past incidents and 
safety. 

22.2 This comment raises questions about landfill 
operations, including the landfill closure date, and 
type of solid waste accepted.  

The proposed project is fully 
described in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 

22.3 This comment express concern regarding GHG 
emissions and odors.  

Greenhouse gas emissions are 
addressed in Section 4.2, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
Odor is addressed through 
regulatory cover controls and best 
management practices. See 
further discussion under Cover 
Materials 27 CCR Section 21600 
(b)(6)(A) and Best Management 
Practices in Section 2.5 of the 
Project Description.  

22.4 This comment express concern regarding dust 
from trucks driving on Toland Road and that is 
tracked out from the landfill. 

Air quality impacts are addressed 
in Section 4.1, Air Quality.  

22.5 This comment express concern regarding noise.  Nosie is addressed in Section 4.3, 
Noise.  

The Toland 
Group 

23.1 Please find questions that have come from our 
study of the “Initial Study” forwarded to us by the 
VRSD on CD. Please note that the lead quotations 
reference back to material found directly in the 
“Initial Study.” 

The Initial Study is a preliminary 
analysis of potential 
environmental impacts to several 
environmental factors, as 
provided in Ventura County’s 
ISAG and the Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. A more in-depth 
analysis of environmental impacts 
caused by the proposed project is 
detailed throughout this SEIR. 

23.2 Is this a request for a Major Modification or a 
Minor Modification to the 1996 Conditional Use 
Permit? How could removal of the landfill closure 

Lead Agency VRSD is working 
closely with Ventura County RMA, 
Planning Division to determine 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

date be considered a Minor Modification? Who 
will represent our concerns? 

the CUP modification type (minor 
or major). 

23.3 Why is a Supplemental EIR being utilized rather 
than a full EIR? This requested Modification will 
impact the entire landfill, the land and neighbors 
around it.  

VRSD is the lead agency under 
CEQA for the proposed project. 
See further discussion within this 
section regarding the use of a 
Supplemental EIR (14 CCR Section 
15163).  

23.4 “An increase of 300 tons per day of waste 
received, increasing the existing maximum 
permitted daily tons from 1,500 to 1800 tons per 
day.” What critical component of landfill 
management requires this increase? Financial 
instability has been indicated and/or other 
justifications. 

See the project objectives in 
Section 2.0, Project Description. 
These objectives are reasons for 
the proposed project. 

23.5 “Removal of the 2027 closure date.” What critical 
component of the requested Modification requires 
this CUP Condition removal? 

Please see response to Comment 
No. 23.4. 

23.6 “Removal of the 15,000-million-ton lifetime cap.” 
What critical component of landfill management 
requires this removal? 

Please see response to Comment 
No. 23.4. 

23.7 “Modify the Conditions of Approval related to the 
decommissioned bio-solids facility.” It is assumed 
that when the bio-solids facility was 
Decommissioned, all of the Conditions of Approval 
were rendered Void. If this is not the case, please 
describe why and what specific conditions will be 
left in place in the new Modification? 

See Section 2.0, Project 
Description, for the biosolids 
drying facility conditions to be 
removed.  

23.8 “VRSD does not propose to expand the current 
permitted landfill capacity.” What written 
condition in the CUP or the new Modification, 
guarantees the above declaration until the 
permit’s termination? 

This statement has been revised 
to more clearly state that TRL’s 
landfill footprint will not be 
expanded, as detailed in Section 
2.0, Project Description. 

23.9 “Toland Optimization Plan will not modify the 
approved final grades of the landfill, the number of 
employees and equipment used on site, nor the 
type of waste.” Will there be incontrovertible 
conditions in the modification that will guarantee 
the VRSD’s above declaration until the permit’s 
termination? 

The SEIR evaluates the proposed 
project as described in the 
Section 2.0, Project Description.  

23.10 What agency/company is responsible for the 
judgements made on “Project Impact Degree of 
Effect” and “Cumulative Impact Degree of Effect” 
in the tables? And on what basis were they made? 

The lead agency under CEQA, 
VRSD, determines the project’s 
impacts based on substantial 
evidence.  

23.11 “No impacts to surrounding natural resources, 
residential uses (assuming that includes the people 
within those residential uses), or agriculture would 
occur as part of the project.” What 
agency/company made this determination and 
what evidence on each use supports these 
conclusions? 

Please see response to Comment 
No. 23.10. 



Ventura Regional Sanitation District 
Toland Optimization Plan 

 
18 

Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

23.12 What differentiates the “potential physical 
environmental effects of the proposed project” 
that an EIR will address, from the “natural 
resources, residential uses, or agriculture” that the 
“Initial Study” suggests not be addressed in a EIR 
because “they will not be impacted?” 

Biological resources and 
agricultural resources are not 
addressed in the SEIR, because 
this project does not involve any 
physical footprint changes to the 
operation of TRL, and therefore, 
no changes to these 
environmental factors would 
result. Residential uses (described 
as sensitive receptors) and the 
impacts associated with project-
related air quality emissions and 
noise emissions are described in 
detail in Section 4.1, Air Quality, 
and Section 4.3, Noise. 

23.13 In 2009, 8,000 to 10,000 tons of sewage sludge per 
month started coming up Toland Road. It is 
disposed of directly into the landfill, adding dust 
and emissions from more truck travel on roads and 
in the landfill, and adding significantly to air quality 
issues from dust, landfill stench and gases. Since 
the dumping of sewage sludge started at the 
landfill in 2009, the dust, gases and stench leaving 
the landfill boundaries have been significant, 
experienced by many, including County 
employees. Two homes are already so enveloped 
at night, the residents are often forced to leave 
their homes. It would be accurate to say that the 
entire neighborhood is undoubtedly being 
impacted by these migrating emissions. No one 
from the VRSD or the County can confirm 
otherwise, because every year since 1996, we have 
been refused dust and emissions monitoring. The 
simple question is, why?  

This comment expresses concerns 
regarding sludge disposal and 
related truck dust and landfill 
odors. The biosolids drying facility 
was decommissioned in April 
2015. Currently, TRL only accepts 
minor amounts of  sludge; 
approximately 500 tons per year. 
The 500 tons per year via 
approximately 20 truck trips 1 per 
year.  
To be responsive to odor 
concerns VRSD commissioned 
odor monitoring at TRL during key 
times of concern (e.g. evening, 
nighttime) for six months. The 
monitoring did not identify any 
significant odors or correlate with 
complaints. Although there has 
been a long history of odor 
complaints made against TRL, 
none have led to verified 
violations by either VCAPCD or 
County EHD. Despite this lack of 
odor nuisance violations, TRL has 
been subjected to numerous 
regulatory conditions to address 
this issue. In addition, after the 
most recent odor complaint, the 
local enforcement agency 
detected odors from offsite 
sources, but none from the 
landfill. This outcome is 
consistent with past odor 
complaints. 
Odor is addressed through cover 
controls and best management 
practices. See further discussion 

 
1 Based on 25 tons per heavy truck. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

under Cover Materials 27 CCR 
Section 21600 (b)(6)(A) and Best 
Management Practices in Section 
2.5 of the Project Description. 
Dust is similarly addressed via 
best management practices. 

23.14 In a related 2018 document, it is stated that “The 
Final EIR (1996) concluded that TRL would create 
unavoidably significant impacts related to air 
quality, after applying all feasible mitigation 
measures.” This verifies there have been 
significant unmitigated landfill impacts from 1996 
to 2009…Before more impacts are created, the 
existing impacts need to be brought under control. 
Generally, this document is headed toward a 
declaration that there will be “no impacts” from 
this latest Major Modification. How is that 
possible? 

The 1996 FEIR evaluated the 
shifting of MSW from the Bailard 
Landfill to TRL, as Bailard Landfill 
was closing in 1996. As indicated 
in the 1996 FEIR (pp. 3.12-22 to 
3.12-35), this change resulted in a 
net increase in vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT), and a significant 
air quality impact resulting from 
related NOx emissions. However, 
the FEIR also indicated this 
scenario would result in less VMT 
compared to transferring the 
waste to any other available 
facility, including SVL. Tailpipe 
emissions associated with the 
mobile transfer of waste are 
unavoidable and not feasible to 
mitigate. Therefore, since the 
amount of NOx emissions would 
exceed regional thresholds, the 
Final EIR identified a significant 
and unavoidable impact.  
Between 1996 and the present, as 
vehicle emissions standards have 
increased and vehicles have been 
replaced with newer, cleaner 
models (i.e., fleet turnover), 
tailpipe emissions have been 
greatly reduced. Also, the 
introduction and use of cleaner 
motor vehicle fuels has added to 
the overall and specific air quality 
improvement. Air quality impacts 
associated with the proposed 
project are evaluated Section 4.1, 
Air Quality. 

23.15 How were “the projects greenhouse gas impacts 
not considered as part of the 1996 Final EIR?” 
Have they been “considered” since? We would ask 
that County staff would require a full updated 
review and verification of all cumulated gas and all 
other emissions migrating off the landfill, and how 
far it travels, not just the suppositions of new 
gases generated by this newest requested 
Modification alone. 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
analysis was not required as part 
of CEQA in 1996. GHG emission 
analysis was only added to CEQA 
in 2007 following the enactment 
of SB 97. See Pub. Res. Code 
Section 21083.05 and 14 CCR 
Section 15064.4. Landfill GHG 
emissions are a cumulative 
impact, and not site specific. As 
part of the proposed project’s 
environmental impact analysis, 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

landfill waste that would have 
been sent to the Simi Valley 
Landfill from transfer stations in 
the western Ventura County 
wasteshed would be redirected to 
TRL. These trash hauling trips are 
not newly generated GHG 
emissions, but rather the 
associated trash hauling trip 
reduction would emit less GHG to 
create a potentially positive 
cumulative impact. See Section 
4.2, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
for additional discussion.  

23.16 Dust is a constant impact from this landfill on the 
trucks that drive to and from the landfill. The 
Modification requests an additional 300 tons of 
waste per day and the trucks that carry that waste. 
Why is dust ignored when it is one of the most 
serious impacts connected to this landfill? Dust 
generated from operations and truck travel within 
the landfill impact everything for miles. Dust 
generated from the dirt and rock dragged from the 
landfill on trucks departing the landfill on Toland 
Road heavily impact the health of those living 
around the landfill. There was to be independent 
monitoring and regulation. In 1996-97 there was 
independent dust monitoring and the landfill could 
not comply. Independent monitoring was canceled 
with no explanation. There is a serious lack of 
current data. Will there be a Dust Study included in 
requirements for this Modification? Will there be 
dust monitoring? 

Dust, if any is generated by the 
proposed project, is addressed 
and managed through best 
management practices; see Best 
Management Practices in Section 
2.5 of the Project Description.  

23.17 Truck Emissions: “The additional 300 tpd would be 
delivered to the TRL by transfer trucks which meet 
state and local nuisance and emission standards.” 
This statement was made in the Project 
Description and not included in the “Initial Study” 
that we can find. Each truck may meet some 
standard, but cumulatively they still contribute 
more emissions into an environment that is 
already experiencing “unavoidably significant 
impacts related to air quality, after applying all 
feasible mitigation measures.” Who made this 
determination and on what basis? 

See section 4.1, Air Quality and 
section 4.2, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, for further discussion 
of truck emissions.  

23.18 “A traffic study was completed in 1995 by WPA 
Traffic Engineering, Inc. for the 1996 FEIR. The 
study determined that the existing intersection of 
Toland Road and State Route 126 level of service 
ranged from “A” to “F.” The “Initial Study” goes on 
to suggest that those studies found that project-
specific impacts were not significant but that the 
additional heavy vehicle trips proposed for this 
Modification would be studied. Have there been 

Traffic analysis is included in 
Section 4.4, Transportation and 
Traffic, and a project-specific 
traffic and congestion study is 
included in Appendix E. 
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Commenter  
or Topic No. Comment How/Where Addressed 

no further traffic studies done since 1995? We do 
not think it an exaggeration to say that in 23 years 
the traffic on State Route 126 has doubled. We 
would ask that County Staff require a full Traffic 
Study circa 2018, including the added traffic 
expected from this Modification and the impacts 
to State Route 126, to Toland Road and to The 
Little Red Schoolhouse. 

23.19 Noise and Vibration: again, the study was done in 
1996. This is another concern that impacts those 
of us living around the landfill on an almost 
constant basis during operational hours. How has 
this been ignored for so long? We would request 
that County Staff require an updated Noise and 
Vibration Study. 

An updated noise and vibration 
analysis is included as part of this 
EIR in Section 4.3, Noise. 

23.20 Project Summary: “a few scattered residences.” 
You know we are many more than “a few,” in 
residences and people residing in those 
residences. We would request that our residences 
and number of people living in those residences be 
clearly stated in any description in the future. We 
have an exhibit with County Planning that 
demonstrates population in detail. Please feel free 
to utilize it. Among the documents you submitted 
in 1996 are charts showing distances impacted by 
landfills. People living 20 miles from a landfill are 
considered “minimally affected but affected,” 
people living 10 miles from a landfill considered 
“moderately affected,” people living 5 miles from a 
landfill “highly affected,” people living 1 mile from 
a landfill considered “maximally affected.” These 
charts were based on the type of landfill the VRSD 
was promising at the time, one that all of the 
residents of the Santa Clara Valley were assured 
would never take sludge or hazardous waste. Now 
we have a landfill taking both. You are impacting 
many more than a “few.” 

TRL is a Class III Municipal Solid 
Waste Landfill and is not allowed 
to nor does it accept hazardous 
waste for disposal. VRSD has 
never accepted hazardous waste 
at its TRL facility.  
In April 2015, TRL discontinued its 
biosolids facility, and currently 
accepts only small quantities of 
sludge from time to time; 
approximately 500 tons per year. 
See Section 2.0, Project 
Description, for an updated 
description of the proposed 
project and surroundings.  

Notes: amsl = above mean sea level, CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act, CUP = conditional use permit, GHG = greenhouse gas, 
NAHC = Native American Heritage Commission, NOP = Notice of Preparation, SEIR = Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 
TRL = Toland Road Landfill, tpd = tons per day, VMT = vehicle miles travelled, VCAPCD = Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, 
VRSD = Ventura County Regional Sanitation District, VCRMA = Ventura County Resource Management Agency, VCWPD = Ventura County 
Watershed Protection District 
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1.2 Purpose and Legal Authority  
The proposed project requires the discretionary approval of the VRSD Board of Directors as the 
project proponent and CEQA lead agency. Therefore, the project is subject to the environmental 
review requirements of CEQA. In accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines (CCR, Title 
14), the purpose of this EIR is to serve as an informational document that: 

will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

This EIR has been prepared as a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) pursuant to Section 15163 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. A SEIR is an appropriate CEQA document rather than a subsequent EIR if any of the 
conditions for a subsequent EIR are met, but only minor additions or changes would be necessary to 
make the previous EIR adequately applicable to the project in the changed situation. As stated in the 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163, a supplement to an EIR may be distinguished from a 
subsequent EIR. A supplement augments a previously certified EIR to the extent necessary to 
address the conditions described in section 15162, and to examine mitigation and project 
alternatives accordingly. It is intended to revise the previous EIR through supplementation. A 
subsequent EIR, in contrast, is a complete EIR which focuses on the conditions described in section 
15162. 

This SEIR serves as an informational document for the public, VRSD decision-makers and any CEQA 
Responsible Agencies. Prior to making a decision on the project itself, the VRSD Board of Directors 
will be required to certify that: the Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; the 
Board of Directors reviewed and considered the information contained in the final SEIR; and the 
Final SEIR reflects, as the lead agency, the VRSD Board of Directors’ independent judgment and 
analysis. Additionally, the County of Ventura is a Responsible Agency for the project, and will 
consider the project’s proposed CUP modification.  

1.3 Scope and Content 

1.3.1 Drafting of Supplemental EIR 

As stated in Section 1.2, Purpose and Legal Authority, a Supplemental EIR will be prepared for this 
project. A description of this CEQA documentation option and reasoning for its selection is 
described below. 

1.3.1.1 Environmental Impact Review Determination Following Initial 
Study 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063, Initial Study, paragraph (b)(1) states that if the lead agency 
determines that there is substantial evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or 
cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall 
effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the lead agency shall do one of the following: 

(A) Prepare an EIR. 
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(B) Use a previously prepared EIR which the Lead Agency determines would adequately analyze 
the project at hand. 

(C) Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process, which of a 
project’s effects were adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Another appropriate process may include, for example, a master EIR, a master 
environmental assessment, approval of housing and neighborhood commercial facilities in 
urban areas, approval of residential projects pursuant to a specific plan described in section 
15182, approval of residential projects consistent with a community plan, general plan or 
zoning as described in section 15183, or an environmental document prepared under a 
State certified regulatory program. The lead agency shall then ascertain which effects, if 
any, should be analyzed in a later EIR or negative declaration 

The Initial Study determined the following issues could include potentially significant impacts or are 
areas of public concern and are therefore studied in the SEIR: 

 Air Quality 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Noise 
 Transportation and Traffic 

Based upon the findings in the initial study conducted for this project (i.e., potentially significant 
project impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise and traffic), VRSD has determined 
that the previous County-approved 1996 FEIR for the TRL expansion and landfill closure/post-
closure prepared by VRSD, and approved by VRSD Board of Directors on June 13, 1996, can be used 
to help describe and analyze the current proposed landfill project and it will be augmented by this 
Supplemental EIR to form the entire environmental impact review of the proposed project. See 14 
CCR Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15163. 

1.3.1.2 Supplemental EIR 

Even though the facts of this proposed TRL project are not substantially different than the TRL 
project that was originally analyzed in the 1996 FEIR, it could be argued that the proposed TRL 
project (i.e., proposed increase in daily tons permitted, and removal of the closure date, lifetime 
cap, and CUP conditions related to the bio-solids facility) constitutes substantial changes to the 
current TRL operation such that it will require major revisions of the 1996 FEIR because of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects in the 1996 FEIR. See 14 CCR Section 15162(a)(1). 

But the CEQA Guidelines provide another route to a proper environmental impact analysis of this 
project using the 1996 FEIR. This route involves the use of a Supplemental EIR, as described in CCR, 
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, Article 11, Types of EIRs, Section 15163, Supplement to an EIR. This section states the following: 

(a)  The Lead or Responsible Agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than 
a subsequent EIR if: 
(1)  Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a 

subsequent EIR, and 
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(2)  Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation. 

(b)  The supplement to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the 
previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 

(c)  A supplement to an EIR shall be given the same kind of notice and public review as is given 
to a draft EIR under Section 15087. 

(d)  A supplement to an EIR may be circulated by itself without recirculating the previous draft 
or final EIR. 

(e)  When the agency decides whether to approve the project, the decision-making body shall 
consider the previous EIR as revised by the supplemental EIR. A finding under Section 
15091 shall be made for each significant effect shown in the previous EIR as revised. 

The proposed TRL project features a discrete set of changes (i.e., proposed increase in daily tons 
permitted, and removal of the closure date, lifetime cap, and modification to CUP conditions related 
to the biosolids facility) from the current TRL operation that was analyzed and approved in the 1996 
FEIR. After a careful review of these changes in light of the 1996 FEIR, it was determined that only 
minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the 1996 FEIR adequately apply for the 
proposed TRL project. So, as clearly provided for in Section 15163(a)(2), only minor additions or 
changes are necessary to the 1996 FEIR because the proposed TRL project does not propose to 
expand the existing landfill footprint, increase on-site equipment, or modify the maximum landfill 
elevation of 1,435 feet amsl. The Lead Agency has determined that a SEIR is the appropriate 
documentation for the proposed project.  

In preparing the SEIR, County of Ventura policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and adopted CEQA 
documents, and other background documents were used. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15150. A full 
reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References, of this SEIR. 

The alternatives section of the SEIR (Section 6.0) was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 
of the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of feasibly attaining most of the 
basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. 
In addition, the alternatives section identifies the "environmentally superior" alternative among the 
alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include the CEQA-required "No Project" 
alternative and three alternative project scenarios. 

The level of detail contained throughout this SEIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and 
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy 
on which this document is based. The CEQA Guidelines state: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 
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1.4 Reasons Why Certain Environmental Topics are Not 
Studied in Detail in the SEIR 

Table 5 summarizes topics from the environmental checklist that were addressed in the Initial Study 
(Appendix A). The Initial Study was completed and based on the checklist provided in the Ventura 
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG), as required for the CUP modification request 
(County of Ventura 2011). Additionally, topics not covered under ISAG, but required under CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G, including tribal cultural resources, energy and wildfire, were included in the 
analysis. As indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence that new significant 
impacts would occur for any of the following environmental topics. Please note, however, that the 
topics of air quality, greenhouse gas, noise and traffic are further analyzed in this SEIR for the 
purposes of public review and comment. 

Table 5 Topics Not Studied in Detail in the SEIR 
Issue Area Initial Study Findings 

Aesthetics The proposed project would not physically alter a scenic resource. However, it would continue 
to be visible from a public viewing location (eastbound on State Route 126). The existing 
landscaping and site topography would partially screen the site from nearby public viewing 
areas and is adequate to soften the industrial appearance of the existing facility. The existing 
Conditions of Approval include requirements for continued maintenance of the landscape 
screening. The project would not change previously approved finished grades or reclamation 
plans for the landfill. Therefore, impacts on visual resources would be less than significant. 

The project does not propose any additional structures or sources of glare. Existing Conditions 
of Approval reduce the potential impacts of daytime glare on motorists traveling eastbound 
on State Route 126 to a less than significant level. 

Agricultural Resources The proposed project includes a non-agricultural use (landfill) in an area which is zoned Open 
Space. According to the 2016 Important Farmland Inventory Map, the project site soil is 
designated as urban and built-up land (California Department of Conservation [DOC] 2017). 
Therefore, it would not result in the direct and/or indirect loss of soils designated Prime, 
Statewide Importance, Unique or Local Importance beyond the threshold amounts set forth in 
Section 5A.C of the ISAG. 

The ISAG threshold limitation is 300 feet for proposed project non-agricultural structures or 
uses of any common lot adjacent to off-site classified farmland without vegetative screening. 
The closest existing TRL structure is located approximately 750 feet northeast of a farmed 
orchard. In addition, the project would not result in the removal of any land that is currently in 
agricultural production. Therefore, no impacts on agricultural resources would occur and no 
land uses incompatible with agriculture would be introduced. 

Biological Resources A complete biological resources impact assessment was conducted as part of the TRL 1996 
FEIR. The study indicated that fourteen sensitive wildlife species had the potential to occur on 
site, or in the project vicinity. Based on further evaluation, including a site survey, only two 
species were observed during a field survey—both State species of special concern. No 
federally- or state-protected species were found to be on site, and the site lacked suitable 
habitat, forage or nesting to support protected species. The report concluded that no 
significant impacts to biological resources would occur. The landfill operates in compliance 
with all conditions of approval designed to protect biological resources. Therefore, no impacts 
would occur. 

Sensitive plant communities were identified within a 5-mile radius of the project site, but did 
not occur on site. The proposed project does not propose additional construction at the site or 
enlargement of the landfill footprint. In addition, VRSD is required to comply with Conditions 
of Approval related to sensitive plant communities, and would continue to do so with the 
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not create project-specific direct or 
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings 

indirect impacts, or result in a cumulatively considerable contribution, to sensitive plant 
communities. 

An unnamed creek lies to the east of the project site and O’Leary Creek flows in a southerly 
direction, approximately 750 feet west of the TRL footprint, towards the Santa Clara River, 
which discharges into the Pacific Ocean. The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory identify a 
forested/shrub riparian area near the southern boundary of the TRL, which was filled and 
mitigated as part of the Biosolids Facility and Electric Generation Project (USFWS 2017, VRSD 
2006). With adherence to existing regulations (e.g., SWPPP, Conditions of Approval) during 
operation of TRL, no impacts to waters or wetlands, wetland or riparian plant communities 
would occur. 

The project site is not within the coastal zone and does not contain coastal habitats. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts on coastal habitat. 

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages and landscape linkages, are generally defined 
as connections between habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between 
otherwise isolated animal populations. Such linkages may serve a local purpose, such as 
providing a linkage between foraging areas, or they may be regional landscape linkages. 
There are no significant mapped landscape linkages or wildlife movement corridors on the 
project site (County of Ventura 2019, South Coast Wildlands 2008). In addition, the proposed 
project does not propose any construction or expansion of TRL’s disturbance footprint. 
Therefore, no project-specific and cumulative impacts to wildlife habitat and movement would 
occur. 
Additionally, intermittent truck trips would create noise that could intimidate wildlife and 
cause relocation, but only temporarily as the trucks travel on existing roadways. With 
adherence to existing Conditions of Approval, project and cumulative impacts to wildlife from 
noise and lighting would be less than significant. 

An archaeological study was conducted as part of the 1996 FEIR and included an archival 
records search, literature review, and pedestrian survey of the expansion project site (VRSD 
1996). TRL operates in conformance with all applicable cultural resource conditions of 
approval and the proposed project would not change the approved limits of operation. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts on cultural resources. 

Cultural Resources The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, no historical resources 
would be demolished or altered within the project area limits and the proposed project would 
have no impact on historic resources. 

Geology and Soils TRL is not located in an area known for paleontological importance and would continue 
operation on a property that has been disturbed by previous development. Existing Conditions 
of Approval require paleontological monitoring and implementation of a Resource Protection 
Program. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
paleontological resources. 

 There are no known active or potentially active faults extending through the project site, in 
accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Ventura County General 
Plan Hazards Appendix –Figure 2.2.3b. As shown in Figure 3.2.6 of the 1996 FEIR, the project 
site is bordered by several faults, including the San Cayetano fault to the north, the Oakridge 
fault to the south, and the Red Mountain fault to the west. The Culbertson Fault has been 
mapped on the California Seismic Hazard Zone maps (formerly Alquist-Priolo Special Studies 
Zone Maps) to the west of TRL. In 1992 and 1996, VRSD had fault studies completed to 
characterize and evaluate the significance of this fault to TRL. The fault studies included 
geologic logging of over 9,000 linear feet of trenches, age dating of sediments and 
interpretation of air photo and seismic data. The fault studies determined that there was no 
evidence that an active fault crossed the site and that the Culbertson Fault trace likely projects 
north of TRL (VRSD 1996). No new habitable structures are proposed as a part of this project. 
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact from potential fault rupture hazard 
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Issue Area Initial Study Findings 

and no impact related to the proposed project’s location in a County designated Fault Hazard 
Area. 

 TRL is located in a mapped landslide and in an earthquake-induced landslide zone, based on 
the Seismic Hazard Zones Fillmore Quadrangle map (CGS 2016). As part of the Conditions of 
Approval, VRSD is required to comply with all geotechnical plans relating to slope stability 
during slope excavation and have routine (quarterly) slope stability inspections, as well as are 
required to have additional seismic stability inspections within 12 hours of 1) A Richter 
Magnitude 5.0 or greater earthquake occurring within a 50 kilometer radius of the site; or 2) A 
Richter Magnitude 6.0 or greater earthquake occurring within a radius of 100 kilometers of 
the site. VRSD has had multiple geotechnical reports prepared that have evaluated and 
confirmed the slope stability above the landfill as well as the final landfill cover slopes. 
Furthermore, the CUP Modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the 
landfill, the equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, impacts to the 
TRL resulting from landslide hazards would be less than significant. 

TRL, like most of southern California, would be subject to moderate to strong ground shaking 
from seismic events of local and regional fault systems. VRSD has had multiple geotechnical 
reports prepared that have evaluated and confirmed the ability of the landfill liners and cover 
to accommodate for the potential for ground shaking in order to maintain slope stability and 
landfill integrity. Additionally, no new structures are proposed to be built as a part of the 
project. Therefore, the effects of ground shaking would be less than significant. 

As discussed in the 1996 FEIR, TRL is not located within a potential liquefaction zone. In 
addition, based on the Ventura County General Plan Hazards Appendix – Figure 2.4b and the 
Fillmore Quadrangle Seismic Hazards Zone map TRL is not located in a liquefaction hazard 
zone (CGS 2016, Ventura County 2013). Therefore, hazards resulting from liquefaction would 
be less than significant. 

The 1996 FEIR states that expansive soils have been identified at the site, but are not 
considered causing conditions that cannot be managed through geotechnical engineering 
(VRSD 1996). In addition, existing Conditions of Approval require verification of the suitability 
of expansive soils, if used. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact from potential hazards from expansive soils. 

TRL is not within the probable subsidence hazard zone, as delineated on the Ventura County 
General Plan Hazards Appendix Figure 2.8 (County of Ventura 2013). In addition, TRL is not 
part of oil, gas or groundwater withdrawal. Therefore, no impacts from a subsidence hazard 
would occur. 

Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials  

TRL is not located within the flight path or runway of any County Airport (County of Ventura 
2000). Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts related to airport operations. 

The continued project operation includes the use of hazardous materials typically associated 
with industrial businesses. Improper storage, handling, and disposal of these material(s) could 
result in the creation of adverse impacts to the environment. Compliance with state and local 
regulations and applicable conditions of approval would reduce potential project-specific and 
cumulative impacts to a level less than significant. 

TRL does not accept and is not authorized to receive hazardous wastes at the facility. The CUP 
modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impacts, project-specific or cumulative, relative to hazardous wastes. 

The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Current water supply is provided by a 
shared water well and water tanks that meet VCFPD requirements. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not have any project-specific or cumulative impacts on water supply for fire 
flow. 

The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, the proposed project 
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would not individually or cumulatively degrade the quality of groundwater and cause 
groundwater to exceed groundwater quality objectives set by the Basin Plan. Wastewater for 
the proposed project would be handled by an existing on-site septic system. The septic system 
would have to continue meet regulations and permitting requirements set forth by the 
LARWQCB and Ventura County Environmental Health Division. Therefore, the possible 
groundwater quality effects would be less than significant. 
Additionally, no new extraction of groundwater would result from the proposed project. The 
existing water service is provided by United. The Fillmore Subbasin relies on percolation of 
surface flow in the Santa Clara River, Sespe Creek, and minor tributary streams as its supply 
(DWR 2006). Therefore, the proposed project would not increase surface water consumptive 
use (demand) or surface water quantity, either individually or cumulatively. 

 TRL is located within a very high fire hazard area (California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection [CAL FIRE] 2007). However, adherence to existing conditions of approval would 
assure that all structures meet hazardous fire area building code requirements. The CUP 
modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, potential impacts, project 
specific and cumulative, from fire hazards would be less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

The existing drainage facilities would continue to capture and treat surface waters prior to off-
site discharge in order to maintain water quality consistent with the objectives contained in 
Chapter 3 of the Los Angeles Basin Plan as applicable for this area. All of the existing WDRs are 
designed to protect water quality and would remain in place. Therefore, impacts to surface 
water quality is considered less than significant. 
Additionally, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause stormwater quality 
nor quality of surface water to exceed water quality objectives or standards in the applicable  
NPDES Permits. The proposed project is located within the County Unincorporated Urban area 
on land designated as Open Space and would involve no new soil disturbance relating to new 
construction. VRSD would continue to be required to implement a NPDES SWPPP for TRL. In 
addition, VRSD is required by the State Industrial General Permit to sample and make visual 
observations for a minimum of four Qualified Storm Events annually and monthly visual 
inspections are conducted to assess potential for unauthorized discharges. Finally, the results 
of all stormwater sampling and monitoring activities are required to be reported annually to 
the SWRCB . All of the existing WDRs designed to protect water quality would remain in place. 
Therefore, neither the individual project nor the cumulative threshold for significance would 
be exceeded and the project is expected to have a less than significant impact related to water 
quality objectives or standards in the applicable NPDES Permits. 

TRL is not located adjacent to a closed or restricted body of water and is not subject to seiche 
hazards. In addition, TRL is not mapped within a tsunami inundation zone, based on the 
Ventura County General Plan, Hazards Appendix Figure 2.6 (County of Ventura 2013). As such, 
the proposed project would have no impact from potential hazards from a tsunami. 

TRL is required to comply and adhere to all current codes and standards. The August 2017 
Drainage Report by A-Mehr Inc. indicates that TRL runoff is collected in paved perimeter 
channels and discharged to an existing stormwater basin located at the southeast corner of 
the site, which exceeds the capacity requirements for the 100-year, 24 hours design storm 
(A-Mehr Inc. 2017). Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project on Non-FEMA Flood 
Hazards would be less than significant. 

TRL is located outside of the 1 percent annual chance Special Flood Hazard Area. The site is 
located in a Zone “X”, which is an area determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual 
chance floodplain, as depicted in the FEMA digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (No. 
06111C0640E), dated January 20, 2010. Therefore, potential impacts, project specific and 
cumulative, from hydrologic hazards would be less than significant. 

The shared water well (individual water supply system) would continue to provide water for 
TRL. The quality of water is in compliance with applicable State drinking water standards. The 
proposed project would not have any project-specific or cumulative impacts to the quality of 
water supplied by the individual water system. 
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The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. An individual sewage disposal system 
would continue to be utilized for sewage disposal. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have any project-specific or cumulative impacts relative to on-site sewage disposal. 

The proposed project would not expand impervious areas within the TRL. According to the 
2017 Drainage Study, on site drainage is collected in paved perimeter channels and discharged 
to the stormwater basin, located at the southeast corner of the site. Stormwater collected in 
the terminal basin is discharged primarily by retention, and removal of sediments occurs 
before discharging to O’Leary Creek. Discharge is controlled by an emergency spillway, which 
permits overflow in the event of a major storm when the storage capacity of the basin, 
approximately 22.53 acre-feet, is exceeded (A-Mehr Inc. 2017). This basin has been 
constructed in conformance with the California Code of Regulations Title 23, which 
implements the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act. These regulations establish the 
requirements for disposal and/or management of various types of wastes, including the 
protection of surface and groundwater. This basin conforms to requirements of the Ventura 
County Flood Control Department by implementing best management practices, including the 
aforementioned drainage basin (a structural best management facility) and other 
implemented best management practices, including routine sweeping, watering roads, 
maintaining the detention basins in good condition, use of covers overnight over the active 
portions of the landfill, and other measures specified in the 2017 Joint Technical Document 
on-file with Ventura County. These practices are also consistent with Ventura County General 
Plan goals 2.10.1-2, 4.6.1 and policies 4.6.2-1 and 4.6.2-2. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have less than significant impacts, project specific and cumulative, on drainage 
channels under the jurisdiction of the Watershed Protection District. 

Land Use and 
Planning 

The project site is designated as “Open Space" in the Ventura County General Plan. The CUP 
modification request would not modify the approved final grades or boundary of the landfill, 
the equipment used on site, or the type of waste accepted. Therefore, no impacts on 
community character would occur. 

Mineral Resources The proposed project would not be located on or immediately adjacent to land zoned MRP 
overlay zone, nor would it be adjacent to a principal access road for a site that is the subject of 
an existing aggregate CUP (County of Ventura 2010, CGS 2012). The proposed project would 
not have the potential to hamper or preclude extraction of or access to the aggregate 
resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts (individual or cumulative) 
to mineral resources. 

Population and 
Housing 

The project is not located in the Coastal Zone and does not include the elimination of any 
existing dwellings. Therefore, the proposed project would have no project-specific and 
cumulative impacts on housing. 
Any project that involves construction has an impact on the demand for additional housing 
due to potential housing demand created by construction workers. However, the project 
includes no new construction. Therefore, the proposed project would have no project-specific 
and cumulative impacts on housing. 
The project would not create a demand for new housing. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no project-specific and cumulative impacts on housing. 

Public Services TRL has adequate security measures which include: a fence on a portion of the southern, 
western and eastern boundary of the site. A fence and/or topographic features (i.e., hills, 
mountains ranges, etc.) that limit access to the landfill around the remainder of the site also 
prevent unauthorized access. The gate at the main entrance of the landfill is locked and access 
is restricted when the site is closed. The gate is controlled by site personnel during hours of 
operation. All on-site maintenance, operations, and storage facilities are locked at the close of 
operations each day and access is restricted to site personnel only. All hazardous materials 
and hazardous waste storage areas are located within the fenced area of the site and are 
identified and locked. 
The project is not in a category of uses that would have the potential to increase demand for 
law enforcement or emergency personnel. In addition, the proposed project does not propose 
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the increase of structures on site. The proposed project would not interfere with any law 
enforcement facility and would not include any new uses or generate an increase in 
population that would result in an increased demand for law enforcement facilities. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have no impact, project specific or cumulative, to law 
enforcement/emergency services. 

 The project site is within five miles of the nearest fire station (Ventura County Fire 
Department, Sespe Fire Station). No additional personnel or development is proposed as part 
of the project. Therefore, no additional fire station personnel or equipment would be 
required. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any project-specific or cumulative 
impacts relating to fire protection services, distance and response. 

 The proposed project would not involve a residential use and would not generate substantial 
new employment opportunities that would result in an increase in population and a 
corresponding increase in demand for schools or libraries. Furthermore, the proposed project 
is not located adjacent to any school facilities or any public library facilities, and it would not 
have any impact on school or library facilities or operations. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts to existing school facilities. 

 The project site is within five miles of the nearest fire station (Ventura County Fire 
Department, Sespe Fire Station). No additional personnel or development is proposed as part 
of the project. Therefore, no additional fire station personnel or equipment would be 
required. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any project-specific or cumulative 
impacts relating to fire protection services, distance and response. 

 The proposed project would not involve a residential use and would not generate substantial 
new employment opportunities that would result in an increase in population and a 
corresponding increase in demand for schools or libraries. Furthermore, the proposed project 
is not located adjacent to any school facilities or any public library facilities, and it would not 
have any impact on school or library facilities or operations. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts to existing school facilities. 

Recreation The proposed project development would not be located within existing designated local park 
land. The proposed project would not involve a residential use and it would not generate 
substantial new employment opportunities that would result in an increase in population and 
a corresponding increase in demand for new parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, it 
would not have an impact on local or regional parks and recreational facilities. 

Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

VRSD has not received any written requests from any California Native American tribe 
requesting formal notification and/or consultation under AB 52 regarding subject to CEQA in 
their traditionally or culturally affiliated geographic area (Public Resources Code Section 
21080.3.1[b][1]). 
Furthermore, VRSD is not aware of any tribal cultural resources within or in the vicinity of the 
TRL site. Lastly, the proposed CUP modification project does not include any new earth 
movement or ground disturbance outside the current approved boundary. Therefore, there 
would be no project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, as a result of the proposed 
project. 

Utilities/Service 
Systems 

The proposed CUP modification would not create a new demand for water, as all equipment, 
staff, and water used on a daily basis at TRL would not increase. Thus, project-specific and 
cumulative impacts on the quantity of available groundwater supplies would be less than 
significant. 

Utilities/Service 
Systems 

The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, the 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not individually or cumulatively, when combined with recently approved, current, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, introduce physical development that would 
adversely affect the water supply. Therefore, the proposed development would have a less 
than significant impact on the available water supply. 

The proposed project would increase the lifetime disposal capacity of TRL by permitting a daily 
increase in waste via an additional 67 heavy trucks per day. This increase would financially 
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stabilize TRL while permitting waste collection until final grades are reached, rather than a 
total tonnage cap and lifetime cap on the facility. Impacts would be beneficial to landfill 
disposal capacity. 
Additionally, the proposed project does not propose any construction or demolition. 

The proposed project is increasing the allowed tpd to an MSW facility that is currently subject 
to, and in compliance with, state regulations enforced by Ventura County Environmental 
Health Division and Local Enforcement Agency. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have any project-specific or cumulative impacts relating to solid waste facilities. 

The project site is located in an area in which electrical and telephone services are available. 
The CUP modification request would not modify the approved final grades of the landfill, and 
equipment used on site, nor the type of waste accepted. Therefore, no facility would need to 
be re-routed or expanded to serve the proposed project and demand would not increase. The 
proposed project would have no impact, project specific or cumulative, to utilities. 

Notes: CGS = California Geological Survey, CUP = Conditional Use Permit, tpd = tons per day, DOC = California Department of 
Conservation, DWR = California Department of Water Resources, EIR = Environmental Impact Report, FEMA = Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, ISAG = Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, LARWQCB = Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
MRP = Mineral Resource Protection, SWPPP = Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, TRL = Toland Road Landfill, United = United Water 
Conservation District, USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service, VCFPD = Ventura County Fire Protection District, VRSD = Ventura 
Regional Sanitation District, WDR = Waste Discharge Requirements 

Source: VRSD 2017 (Appendix A) 

1.5 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies 
The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15050, 15367, 15096, 15381 and 15386, respectively. VRSD is the lead agency for the project 
because it holds principal responsibility for approving the project. 

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary 
approval over the project. Responsible agencies include:  

 The County of Ventura Resource Management Agency will consider the proposed CUP 
modification for TRL  

 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) regulates water quality in the 
region and is responsible for TRL’s Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and storm water 
compliance  

 The State Water Resources Control Board regulates storm water compliance through the 
Industrial General Permit 

 The County of Ventura Environmental Health Division is the Local Enforcement Agency 
 Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) regulates the Solid Waste Facility 

Permit (SWFP) for TRL 
 VCAPCD regulates air quality in the region including air pollutant emissions from the landfill gas 

collection system  

The SEIR will be submitted to these agencies for review and use. A trustee agency refers to a state 
agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project. There are no trustee 
agencies for the proposed project. 
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1.6 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
Review Process 

The environmental review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and illustrated in 
Figure 1. The steps are presented in sequential order. 

 Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study. After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead 
agency (VRSD) must file a NOP soliciting input on the SEIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, 
other concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County 
Clerk’s office for 30 days. The NOP may be accompanied by an Initial Study that identifies the 
topics for which the project could create significant environmental impacts. 

 Draft Supplemental EIR Prepared. The Draft SEIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; 
b) summary; c) project description; d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts 
(direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of 
alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes. 

 Notice of Availability (NOA). The lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the State 
Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft SEIR and prepare a Public Notice of Availability of a 
Draft SEIR. The lead agency must place the NOA in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days and send 
a copy of the NOA to anyone requesting it (Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 
21092.3). Additionally, public notice of Draft SEIR availability must be given through at least one 
of the following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on 
and off the project site; or c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. 
The lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and respond in writing to 
all comments received (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15088). The minimum public 
review period for a Draft SEIR is 30 days. When a Draft SEIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse 
for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a 
shorter period (Public Resources Code 21091). 

 Final SEIR. A Final SEIR must include a) the Draft SEIR; b) copies of comments received during 
public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to comments. 

 Certification of Final SEIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency 
must certify that: a) the Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final 
SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the decision making 
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final SEIR prior to approving a project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 

 Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may a) disapprove the project because of its 
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid 
significant environmental effects; or c) approve the project despite its significant environmental 
effects, if the proper Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations are adopted (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043). 

 Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project 
identified in the SEIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a) 
the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) 
changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should 
be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation 

1.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
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measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency 
approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written 
Statement of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other 
reasons supporting the agency’s decision. 

 Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes Findings on significant 
effects identified in the SEIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation 
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant 
effects. 

 Notice of Determination (NOD). The lead agency must file a NOD after deciding to approve a 
project for which an SEIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency must file 
the NOD with the County Clerk. The NOD must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone 
previously requesting notice. Posting of the NOD starts a 30-day statute of limitations on CEQA 
legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]). 

 Use of Certified Final Supplemental EIR by Responsible Agencies. Once the lead agency has 
certified the Final SEIR in this case, that document may be used by a CEQA Responsible Agency 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15096.  

7.

8.

9.
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Figure 1 Environmental Review Process 
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2 Project Description 

This section describes the proposed project, including the project proponent, the project site and 
surrounding land uses, major project characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary actions 
needed for approval. 

2.1 Project Proponent and Lead Agency Contact 
Person 

Chris Theisen, General Manager 
Ventura Regional Sanitation District (VRSD) 
1001 Partridge Drive, Suite 150 
Ventura, California 93003 
(805) 658-4600 

2.2 Project Location 
The project site is TRL at 3500 Toland Road in unincorporated Ventura County. The project site is 
approximately 1.7 miles north of State Route 126, between the cities of Santa Paula and Fillmore 
and comprised of 216.5 acres of permitted landfill. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) for the 
property are: 041-0-140-090, 041-0-140-100, and 041-0-140-235 (See Figure 2, Regional Location, 
and Figure 3, Project Location).  

TRL is located in a confined V-shaped side canyon (i.e., a box canyon) between an unnamed creek to 
the east and the southerly-trending Timber Canyon originating from Santa Paula Peak. O’Leary 
Creek flows in a southerly direction, approximately 750 feet west of the TRL footprint, towards the 
Santa Clara River.  

2.3 Existing Site Characteristics 

2.3.1 Current Land Use Designation and Zoning 

The site is located in an Open Space (OS) Zone, with a County of Ventura General Plan Land Use 
designation of Open Space. Pursuant to Ventura County’s Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 
8104-1.1, the purpose of the OS zone is to provide for any of the following on parcels or areas of 
land or water that are essentially unimproved: 

a. The preservation of natural resources including, but not limited to: areas required for the 
preservation of plant and animal life, including habitat for fish and wildlife species; areas 
required for ecologic and other scientific study purposes; rivers, streams, bays and 
estuaries; and, coastal beaches, lakeshores, banks of rivers and streams, and watershed 
lands. 
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